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' MEETING BETHEgnx:ggNRgggngaTz4§bégsﬂnsNg;Eaﬁg;SHlP COMMITTEE

- EPR1 Mmeting tonight to discuss concerns of the Stewardship

‘ Committee in regard to the comment peried for tﬁn RI/F8, Hant to
know how ERFA can help to ﬁrlpqrq the commants,  Felt the best
thing would be to find out what issues the committem tl‘havina
difficulty dealing with, ask questions of the EPA group, and
bring the study to completion smo that we can move ahead towards
corraction of the problem. The feasibility study is out and have
submitted a preferred alternative which EPA belisves is an
appropriate remedy for the site. After comments are received
from the FS and the racommended alternatives, and the State and
EPA agree to a remedy, a Record of Decision is prepared., All
comments received from the public are addressed. The ROD is
signed by the regional administrator of EPA in Philadelphia and

; then distributed to people on the mailing list. The proposal for
cleanup is submttt;d to the responsible party and they are given
the chance to implenent the remedy with EPA ovnrlilinn the work
so that it is according to the ROD and selected alternative. If
the responsible party does not aprae to implemernt the remedy that
has basn selected, then ERPA and the state will effect the remedy
themselves, The state would praovide 10% cost share and the

faderal government would provide 90%. It would go out to bid and

a contractor would he selected and cleanup would be started.
There has besn a good amount of interast by VERPCO to do the work,
but it will deperd on what the ROD says. Completion of the RI/FS

has been donm. Would like commants which deal with the
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MEETING BETWEEN EPA REFREBENTATIVES AND STEWARDSHIP COMMITTEE
recommendations and from those comments EFA will come up with a
decision. Thare will be a public meeting held to get comments

from the citizens.

Committems This committes is only an advisory committee, The

final decision will be made by the Board of Suparvisers

Committam: Who in the state is involved with the ROD?
EPA1 THa Health Department has bean working with EPR and the

Department of Natural Resources.

Committem: Where does York Cnggy Board of Supervisors come in?
This committee is a funetioniét\thae group.

EPA: ERA wantu rueommendatloni!from local govarnment and the
cpmmunlty and responsible party input. Local gaverrnment is not
in the chain as far as decision making is concerend, but has a
vary important role in what thay believe is correct or not
correct with the state and EPA. ERA semks guidance from thoﬁ in

making the ROD.

Comm}ttnll When the responsible party does not meat the
raquirement to implement the clean up, whlt‘hnppnnl?
‘ EPR1 The monlyfcomnl from the trust fund, but EPA still tries to

get the monmy back from the responsible party.
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. CHISMAN CREEK =~ 9/11/86 MINUTES OF

MEETING BETWEEN ERPAR REPRESENTATIVES AND STEWARDSHIR COMMITTEE
EPA1  Under the CERCLA law which is on the bocks, the ability te
tax has expired. The autharity to do the clean up is still on
the books. Reauthorization of superfund bill has besn passad by
both houses and confarance committes has agresd on all issuss but
onmy which is the tax issue. We hope to have a rnsolutiéﬁ by the
beginning of October. If we do not pet reauthorization, we will
not hava the ability to fund the next step, preparation of plans
and specifications (remedial) design). Can complete existirng
phases but cannot start new phases. Would give more time to deal

with the responsible party.

Committem: We fee]l that this committee has to decide what
reconvendat ion to make to the Board of Supervisors. Would like a

raview of the well monitoring.

Committens At what point does the state becone committed to the
clean up?

EPA1 Occurs uh-n plqn| and specifications are &omplntn ard ready
to select a contractor to do the clean up. Prior to that time,
EPR signs a contract with the state of Virginia to arrange for
the money to be paid. (6~ months) There are ways an agreenent
can be reached betweean EPA and the ru:ponlibln party, Thay are:
(1) Cash Out ~ responsible party agrees to fund a certain amount
of morey as its share of clean up costs and EFR and the state

would implemant the ‘clean up as per the ROD.
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MEETING BETWEEN EPA REPRESENTATIVES AND STEWARDSHIF COMMITTEE
(2) Pre~authorized Responsibility - ﬂnancy‘nuthbrlznl the
rasponsible party to do the work but rncognizla some shared
rasponsibility by the responsible party that has agreed to do it

" and those that have not agramd to do it. EPR would fund a .

., cartain sharm. (3) Mixed Work - Phases can be donm by

responsible party and phases can be dore by EPA. Can only be

done for very distinot phases of the project.

The agency will judge from the cpmmlntl as to whether or rot they
have enough information to select a remedy. The possibility
axists that certain phases cannot be decided on right now, We
are most concerned about pits A, Band C. On A & By, EFA and the

respensible party are agreed on selection of clean up.

Committam: Could those be corracted and C decided on later?
EPA1 EPA would negotiate with VEPCO. Would addrass those
details that might glll for alternative suggestions by the
committes, don't want to get bogged down with & lot of questions

right now, The revised RI will be ready by naxt week,

Passed out a packet of information and explained it to the
Btbwnrd:hlp Committee nembars. \ .
Six different options: (1) No action othné tﬁnn moﬁitaF{ﬁnrin |
the future. (2) Option for pits A & B -~ Put soil cap over the
pits which include soil, top seil, and vog.tqtlQn layer, ask the
county to put land use controls en the pits so thay are nﬁﬁ used \
inlthe future, supply alternate water to pmople affected |- h
: ‘ : P
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MEETING BETWEEN EPA RERRESENTATIVES AND STEWARDSHIP COMMITTEE.
contamination in drinking wells or potential contamination. Also
would monitor areund this arma in the future. (4) Renedy chosen

for pit C ~ Low perneable cap = clay layer and seil layar. Also

vould be a perimeter drain on the west, south and east side of
the pit to intercept ground water befors it came in contact with '
‘;ﬁi pit. Would transport the water to Chisman Cresk tributory.
HWould have to treat the ground water for a year. In addiﬁion.
would also have same requirmnmmnts as option 2, land use control,
Alfornntn water supply and ground water monitoring. Have not

designed the monitoring program yet.

Committam: Who owns the property once clean up or correction of
the problem is donw? .

EPA: Proparty doms not change hands unless the owner decides to
sell it. EPA doms not bacome the owner of the property. The
state would insure the land use restrictions. There has besn
sone mention by the county of using the land for recreational
use. EPA doms not want any disturbarce of the site because it
would destroy the cap. The integrity of the cap must be

prasarved. There has to be limited usage of the site.

Commltennl Who enforces the limited usage? Who is responsible
if sommone is injured because of the fence? |

EPA1 The purpose of the fence is to prevent unintentional
access. The cperation and maintenance of the lxtg will be the

state's responsibility if funded out of the state's fund.

Liability is still with the property cwrership.

.
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Committems What kind of uses are acceptable in the ayes of EFA?
EPA: Any use that would not affect the integrity of the caps at
the site, not affect the state's ability to monitor the wells,
and there could be ne use of the ground water in the area which
would affect the public health. EPA will tell the state what we
belisve would Affict the integrity of the land. EPA will not buy
Superfund property, will arrange for clean up but will net buy
the property. The local government can submit their suggestions
for use of the proparty. EPA doas not condemn the land., There
are no restrictions on local government to contribute funds to
improv;-thi proparty so as to allow for scome future use,

. Buperfund monmy will not be used for anything other than to
affect the remedy ~ no additicrial money to fund future use of the
land. All the home owners have besn notified that they are

potential responsible parties.

Committenm: VE#CD doms not want to see fences on the proparty,
Would vather see some use of the property.

EPA1 If you do not believe a fence is necessary, you should send
a latter to EPA stating that and why you don't believe it

noenliary.ﬁ EPA may change its mind.

Committes: VEPCO wants to see a salution to the propanrty that

would make it usable.

EFA1 You only have to do whatever is necessary to meet what EPR

fuolqapal to b donm.

ARS00062

in 4 frame d4.-not as neadable on Legible da _th
substandard colon op condition. of the original
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EPAR: Getting back to the cptions, (3) Access restrictions, low
permeable cap, construntion of a slurry wall around each of the
pits. Dig a diteh around the pit and backfill with cement

minture, This makes the perimeter of the pits untouchable,

(3) Excavate all pits and remove the fly ash to off-mite

dispcsal - could create a problem digging up the fly ash,

(6) Access restrictions, innovative technique ~ if ny‘alh is in

place, stabilize it and solidify. Would not guarantae that it
would smolve the problem, has net been proven to be an effective
reamady,” Found that drilling by any of these pits will bring up
contaminated water. In monitoring ”llll by pit C, EPA is finding
vanadium and nickel above ambiant water quality.

Committee: Doms it make any differance if vanadium and nickel '
pat intévchisman Cresk? What happerm if it ﬁinratns into that
area?

EPR: We are only talking about actions that will be taken at the

site right now. This would be addressed at a later timm,

Committam What if somecne gets sick from leachate from one of

the pits?

. EPA1  You could sue the responsible party.

»

EPAT UWm have costed this out on a very conmervative basis. Feel

it yould,bn successful to dry out the pitn; 1
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CHISMAN CREEK ~ 9/11/86 MINUTES OF
MEF“"NG BETWEEN EFA RERPRESENTATIVES AND STEWARDSHIP COMMITTEE
The Cuinittee and EFA reprsantatives then discussed the

effectivaness of digping & drain on three sides of the pit.

EPA:1 We far) the combinatin of the drain and the cap will work
for dewatering pit C.

Committem:s The studies have gone on duﬁtng dry periods. You

havan't really seen the pits during wet periods.

EPR1 Regarding tha vepetative cover, we wouldn't want certain
types of vegetation, This has been included in the design.
Would propose what type of vegetation should be used for cover .
that would not have an impact on the cap. We want to be sure we
are maintaining the integrity of the cap. This will be addresed
at the time of design.

EPR would like to hold a public meeting sometime next week for
the purpose of information assimulation. The Stewardship
Committems feels they would like to have more time to have a
private meeting with VEPCO and than hold tha public meeting.

This committes is supponed %o go to the Board of Supsrvisors with
their recommendations and would like the opportunity to do this

bafore holding the public meeting.

EPA:1 We will not hold the public meeting if the officials do rot

feel they are ready, but we &on't feel the officials havi to have

their eommtnti ready for this meeting. We do not want to’lii the

Lo L
i IR

nasooosu.f

the” page ﬁumad—-&n‘-t.m aaame u not ao aeadéble_g ugzbu as_this
label, it {j/due to Aubétandaad cntoa or condlt&on of the oaIQLnal'pag
o i

A




CHISMAN CREEK -~ 9/11/86 MINUTES OF

MEETING BETWEEN EPA RERPRESENTATIVES AND BTEWARDEHIR COMMITTER
ralationship we have betwean EPA and this committee ruined by
trying to pat the public meating hald, EFA is only concerned
that the naw law may reaquire a significant delay in the ability
tq prepare the ROD, which is why we would like to have the public
memting as scon as possible and get the commant pericd closed,
One question EFA thinks people will have is why thers has been a
differant recommendation for pit C. Want people to understand

that EFA femls their recommendation is the appropriate remedy for
pit C.

Committam: Is there a process for raparation far a Superfund
qttc when it is on your property?
EPR: Congress feels there is only encugh money to clean up the

sites,

At this time the Committee decided to hold a special meeting to
decide ‘on a date for the public mesting.
It was reported the next morning that the date for the publie

meating will be Monday, September 22, 1986.

Racorded = D. Vukich, CH2M HILL
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Comments on EPA's Chisman Creek Fly Ash Feasibility Study - Dr, Huggett

P, 311, para. 6, Results: The blank concentrations axe such that
these data are meaningless, It 1s probable
these compounds came from the analytical
lab, not the environment~~this report says
as much.,

P, 3-19, table 3-6: What 48 good agreement? Within 10% at .
the 90% level?

P, 3-20, para, 2: Does this mean that all the residential
. well data are worthless? Because unfiltered?

Page 4~2, Inorganics: This paragraph ds naive and basicﬁlly Wrong
_=» fox trace metals., It ignoxes adsorption. .

Page 5-24, Nickel: One can't sclentifically justify this para~
graph because of the suspect data. See
Table 5-8, pages 5-20, “—r//h; e
B-2, para. 4: Cadnium 18 adsorbed(@ol absoxbed,

General: I have a great deal of difficulty in accepting the conclusions
relative to nickel downgradient of pit c because, as the report status,
the analyses are suspect. EPA must reevaluate thedr conclusions, I
yecommend that they go back and throw out all suspect data, imcluding
those with interferences, and then make conclusions,

One can't tell whether nickel is a problem, but since a flag has been
raised, more water samples need to be analyzed before determining the
- proper remedial alternative,
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